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Response to Amendment 

1 . This action is responsive to the application filed on May 1 0, 2005. Claims 1 , 5, 
and 22 were amended. Claims 1-23 directed to a method and system for "cache on 
Demand " are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1-2, 4 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(e) as being anticipated 
by Starnes et al. (US 6.578.073.) 

Starnes teaches improved techniques for rapid and efficient delivery of objects 
from a network (e.g., the Internet) to users. (See abstract). 
Claim 1 : 

A method of transmitting requests and content at a cache computer, wherein a 
first computer device and a second computer device are coupled to the cache computer 
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and the first computer device requests content from the second computer device; the 
method comprising the steps of: ( See Fig. 1 ) 

(a) receiving a cache request from the second computer device; and ( See col. 7, 
lines 15-20 .) 

(b) receiving at the cache computer non-requested content from the second 
computer device, wherein the non-requested content is content other than content 
requested by the first computer device. ( See col. 8, lines 42-56 .) (pre-fetch images are 
actually non-requested data.) 

Claim 2 : 

The method of claim 1 , further including: 

(c) transmitting a cache invitation to the second computer device. ( See col. 7, 
lines 32-47 .) 

Claim 4 : 

The method of claim 1 , wherein (a) comprises: 

(d) receiving a request for cache memory space from the second computer. ( See 
col. 12. lines 29-44 .) 

Claim 22 : 

A computer-readable medium containing computer-executable instructions for 
causing a cache computer coupled to a first computer device and a second computer 
device to perform the steps comprising: ( See Fiq.1 ) (Software is an inherent part of a 
computer.) 

(a) receiving a cache request from the second computer device; and ( See col. 7. 
lines 15-20 .) 
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(b) receiving at the cache computer non-requested content from the second 
computer device, wherein the non-requested content is content other than content 
requested by the first computer device. . ( See col. 8. lines 42-56 .) (pre-fetch images are 
actually non-requested data.) 

5. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 51 03(a) as being unpatentable over Starnes 
et al. (US 6.578.073) in view of Cieslak et al. (US 6.832.252.) 

Claim 3 : 

Starnes substantially teaches the method of claim 2 as discussed above. Chong, 
Jr. does not expressly disclose "wherein the cache invitation is located within a header 
of a request for content." 

However, Cieslak unambiguously teach a 20-byte header being added to a data 
packet. 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the invention taught by Chong, Jr. with adding a 
header to the request as articulated by Cieslak because routing and execution of the 
request would be better achieved. 

6. Claims 5-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 5103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Starnes et al. (US 6,578.073) in view of Einarson et al. (US 6.704.781.) 

Starnes teaches improved techniques for rapid and efficient delivery of objects 
from a network (e.g., the Internet) to users. (See abstract). 
Claim 5 : 

The method of claim 4, wherein the request includes terms that have previously 
been agreed upon by the cache computer server and the second computer device. 
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Starnes does not expressly disclose previously "agreed" upon terms. However, 
Einarson discloses devices that are designed to respond only to certain terms. The 
Examiner notes that a device, which is an inanimate object, cannot agree to anything 
but rather is designed to respond in a specific way. 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the invention taught by Starnes with devices 
configured to respond only to certain terms which would avoid any dispute by 
eliminating ambiguities. 
Claim 6 : 

Starnes substantially teaches the features of the method of claim 4 as discussed 
above. Starnes does not expressly disclose "wherein the request comprise a fee for use 
of the cache memory space." 

However, Einarson discloses a fee for the use of the cache at col. 2, lines 36-38. 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the invention taught by Starnes with a fee for the use 
of the cache as taught by Einarson because caching services would readily be charged. 
Claim 7 : 

Starnes substantially teaches the features of the method of claim 6 as discussed above. 
Starnes does not expressly disclose "wherein the fee is a fee that will be paid by the 
second computer device." 

However, Einarson discloses such a fee that will be paid by the second computer 
device at col. 4, lines 30-42 and col. 6, lines 34-39. 
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Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the invention taught by Starnes with a fee that will be 
paid by the server as taught by Einarson because the server would make the request. 
Claim 8 : 

Starnes substantially teaches the features of the method of claim 4 as discussed 
above. Starnes does not expressly disclose "wherein the request further includes a 
requested amount of cache memory space." 

However, Einarson discloses requested amount of storage at col. 3 t line 4. 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the inventions taught by Starnes with requested 
amount of storage as taught by Einarson because memory allocation would be easier 
when the amount of storage is known and charges are readily computed. 
Claim 9 : 

Starnes substantially teaches the features of the method of claim 4 as discussed 
above. Starnes does not expressly disclose "wherein the non-requested content 
comprises objects of a web page." 

However, Einarson discloses requested web page objects at col. 2, line 66 -col. 3, 
line 22. 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the inventions taught by Starnes with web page 
objects as taught by Einarson because sites' contents may be cached by providing the 
sites URL. 
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7. Claims 10-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Starnes et al. (US 6.578,073) in view of Aviani et al. (US 5.950.205.) 
Claim 10 : 

Starnes substantially teaches the features of the method of claim 1 as discussed 
above. Starnes does not expressly disclose "further including: (c) receiving at the cache 
computer the identification of non-requested content." 

However, Aviani discloses receiving identification of non-requested content at col. 
5, line 51-56. 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the inventions taught by Starnes with receiving 
identification of non-requested content as taught by Aviani because the content would 
best be identified when the memory address is known. 
Claim 11 : 

Starnes substantially teaches the features of the method of claim 1 0 as 
discussed above. Starnes does not expressly disclose "wherein the identification of non- 
requested content comprises memory addresses of non-requested content." 

However, Aviani discloses memory addresses of non-requested content at col. 5, 
line 51-56. 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the inventions taught by Starnes with receiving 
identification of non-requested content as taught by Aviani because the content would 
best be identified when the memory address is known. 
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8. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 5103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Starnes et al. (US 6,578,073) in view of Aviani et al. (US 5,950,205) and in further view 
of Cieslak et al. (US 6,832,252.) 

Claim 12 : 

Starnes substantially teaches the features of the method of claim 10 as 
discussed above. Starnes does not expressly disclose "in response to (c) further 
including: (e) requesting the non-requested content from the second computer." 

However, Cieslak unambiguously teach that any computer can be the cache 
requester at col. 6, lines 5-1 1 . 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the invention taught by Starnes with the request as 
articulated by Cieslak because the system would be more flexible by allowing any 
computer to make the request. 

9. Claims 13-20, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 5103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Einarson et al. (US 6, 704,781) in view of Chong, Jr. (US 6,397,267.) 

Einarson teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a method of 
providing caching services to a server in a network. (See abstract) 
Claim 13 : 

Einarson substantially teaches the method of transmitting content from a first 
computer device to a second computer device, wherein the first computer device and 
the second computer device are coupled to a cache computer device, the method 
comprising the steps of: 
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(a) receiving from the cache computer device, a request for content; ( See col. 2, 
lines 9-22 .) 

(b) transmitting to the cache computer device the requested content; ( See col. 2, 
lines 9-22 .) 

(c) transmitting to the cache computer device a request for use of a cache 
memory; and ( See col. 2, line 67-col. 3, line 5 .) 

(d) after accepting terms for the use of the cache memory, transmitting to the 
cache computer device non-requested content, wherein the non-requested is content 
other than content requested by the cache computer device. ( See col. 6, line 34-38 ) 
(sending an authorization is equated to accepting the terms.) 

Einarson does not explicitly disclose transmitting to the cache computer device 
non-requested content. However, Chong teaches the concept of transmitting non- 
requested content at col. 7, lines 27-34. 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the invention taught by Einarson with non-requested 
content as articulated by Chong, Jr. in anticipation of future read request. 
Claim 14 : 

Einarson substantially teaches the method of claim 13. Einarson does not 
explicitly disclose an access router coupled to an access network. However, as shown 
in Fig. 4A Chong discloses a switch coupled to the Internet. The switch acts as a router. 
See col. 12, lines 4-1 9. 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the invention taught by Einarson with the router as 
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articulated by Chong, Jr. because this arrangement would improve reliability for data 
storage and retrieval by reducing latency in data transfers. 
Claim 15 : 

Einarson substantially teaches the method of claim 13, wherein the request in 
(c) comprises a proposed fee for use of the cache memory. ( See col. 2, lines 35-41 .) 
Claim 17 : 

Einarson teaches the method of claim 13, wherein the request in (c) comprises a 
request for cache memory space.(See col. 4, lines 8-10 and col. 3, lines 3-6.) 
Claim 18 : 

Einarson teaches the method of claim 13, wherein the request in step (c) 
comprises time duration. (See col. 3, lines 1-5.) 
Claim 19 : 

Einarson teaches the method of claim 13, wherein the request in step (c) 
comprises a proposed fee. (See col. 2, lines 35-41.) 
Claim 20 : 

Einarson teaches the method of claim 13, further including the steps of: (e) 
receiving a denial in response to the request for the use of the cache memory; (f) 
receiving proposed terms for use of the cache memory; and (g) transmitting to the first 
computer device an approval of the proposed terms for use of the cache memory. ( See 
col. 4, lines 22-42 .) 
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Claim 23 : 

Einarson substantially teaches an access router coupled to a local computer and 
a website, the access router including a cache module configured to perform the steps 
comprising: ( See Fig. 2 ) 

(a) receiving a cache request from the website; and ( See col. 4, line 66 -col. 5, 

line 5 .) 

(b) receiving non-requested content from the website, wherein the non-requested 
is content other than content requested by the local computer. 

Einarson does not explicitly disclose receiving non-requested content from the 
website, wherein the non-requested is content other than content requested by the local 
computer. However, Chong teaches the concept of transmitting non-requested content 
at col. 7, lines 27-34. 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the invention taught by Einarson with non-requested 
content as articulated by Chong, Jr. because the efficacy would be improved by the 
process of anticipation of future read request. 

10. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. $1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Einarson et al. (US 6, 704,781) in view of Chong, Jr. (US 6,397,267) in further view of 
Krishnamurthv et al. (US 6,578,1 1 3.) 
Claim 16 : 

Einarson substantially teaches the method of claim 13 as discussed above. 
Einarson does not disclose the steps of: (e) determining when the first computer device 
updates the non-requested content; and (f) transmitting updated non-requested content 
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to the second computer device when the first computer device updates the non- 
requested content. 

However Krishnamurthy teaches (e) determining when the first computer device 
updates the non-requested content; and (f) transmitting updated non-requested content 
to the second computer device when the first computer device updates the non- 
requested content. (See col. 5, lines 43-50). 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the invention taught by Einarson with content 
updating as disclosed by Krishnamurthy because such system would greatly improve 
QoS by providing fresh content as soon as it becomes availble. 
11. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Einarson etal. (US 6, 704.781) in view of Cieslak et al. (US 6,832,252.) 

Einarson teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a method of 
providing caching services to a server in a network. (See abstract) 

Einarson does not expressly disclose the limitations of above claim. However, 
Cieslak unambiguously teach a 20-byte header being added to a data packet. 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the invention taught by Einarson with adding a 
header to the request as articulated by Cieslak because routing and execution of the 
request is better achieved. 
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Conclusion 

12. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Emmanuel Coffy whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-3997. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 - 5:00 P.M. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ario Etienne can be reached on (571 ) 272-3997. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
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Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see - http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Emmanuel Coffy 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 21 57 
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July 25, 2005 
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